Supreme Court Simulation Project 
Part 1: To Hear or Not to Hear? That is the Question!
Document A: Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit’s Ruling in the Walker v. Texas Division, SCV
Context:  This is the ruling made on this case by a lower court to the Supreme Court called the Court of Appeals for the Fifth Circuit. 
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Glossary:
violated – to disobey a law 
content-based regulation – 

private speech – a person or individual’s speech as opposed to the government speaking 
Impermissible – not allowed 
Viewpoint discrimination is the term the Supreme Court has used to identify government laws, rules, or decisions that favor or disfavor one or more opinions on a particular controversy.
Supreme Court Simulation Project
Part 1: To Hear or Not to Hear? That is the Question!
Document B: Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals Ruling on American Civil Liberties Union of Tennessee v. Philip Bredesen
Context: This is the ruling from the Sixth Circuit Court of Appeals about another case involving specialty license plates.  In this case, Tennessee’s Department of Motor Vehicles (DMV) made available a license plate with the phrase “Choose Life” – an anti-abortion slogan but did not make available a license plate with the phrase “Pro-Choice – a pro-abortion slogan meaning that women should have the choice whether or not to seek/have an abortion. This case was argued on November 2, 2005 and decided and filed on March 17, 2006.


Glossary: 

contentious – causing arguments or disagreements between people

statute –a law

contravenes – to go against or do something that is not allowed according to a law or rule

disseminate – to spread information or ideas to as many people as possible 
The Texas Division of the Sons of Confederate Veterans and two of its officers (collectively “Texas SCV”) appeal the district court’s grant of summary judgment in favor of Victor T. Vandergriff, Chairman of the Texas Department of Motor Vehicles Board, and seven other board members (collectively “the Board”). Texas SCV argues that the Board violated its First Amendment right United States Court of Appeals Fifth Circuit to free speech when the Board denied its application for a specialty license plate featuring the Confederate battle flag. The district court rejected Texas SCV’s arguments and found that the Board had made a reasonable, content-based regulation of private speech. We, the Court of the Appeals for the Fifth Circuit, disagree with the district court’s decision because we believe the Texas Department of Motor Vehicles Board engaged in impermissible viewpoint discrimination. Therefore, we reverse the earlier decision in and rule in favor of the Texas Division, Sons of Confederate Veterans. 





ROGERS, Circuit Judge. In this case we are required to decide the constitutionality of Tennessee’s statute making available the purchase of automobile license plates with a “Choose Life” inscription, but not making available the purchase of automobile license plates with a “pro-choice” or pro-abortion rights message. See TENN. CODE ANN. § 55-4-306. Although this exercise of government one-sidedness with respect to a very contentious political issue may be ill-advised, we are unable to conclude that the Tennessee statute contravenes the First Amendment. Although the � HYPERLINK "http://topics.law.cornell.edu/wex/first_amendment" \o "reference on First Amendment" \t "_self" ��First Amendment�’s Free Speech Clause limits government regulation (control) of private speech, it does not restrict the government when the government speaks for itself. For example, if the government allows private groups to hold rallies in a public park, it may not exclude a white supremacist rally solely because it disagrees with the rally’s message. The city is not, however, required to include the white supremacists’ message when it holds diversity programs at its schools. 











